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From: mark taylor 
Sent: Monday, April 12, 2010 10:34 PM 
To: MLPAComments 
Cc: Jeanine Pfeiffer 
Subject: North Coast Regional Profile 
 
 
Dear MLPAI Team, 
  
I wrote to you before concerning the first draft Regional Profile. Several of the items I 
noted are still, in my opinion, misleading or wrong. 
  
Specifically, in section 5.1, where county profiles are provided, there are graphs 
showing the Ocean Economy Wages for each county. These graphs are colorful and 
take up at least half a page for each county and dominate the attention of a non careful 
reader. In Mendocino County's case, the graph shows no commercial fishery (Living 
Resources) wages. The lead in to the graph also characterizes the Ocean 
Economy Wages on the basis of the data that drew the graph. Under the graph, a "fine 
print" footnote finally mentions that there was, in fact, no data available for Living 
Resources Wages in the collected data. The graphs for all three counties have such 
footnotes that belie the impression of the graphs they reference. Inasmuch as one of 
the largest private employers in Mendocino County is an urchin processer, I would 
hope you would find this as misleading and distorted as I do, and a kind of 
sloppy usage of incomplete information. As this Regional Profile will inform even more 
processes than MLPA, I would think that it would be far more professional, and honest, 
in cases where the gaps are substantial, to acknowledge an absence of data in the 
same light as the data actually on hand, and not as a footnote. 
  
Similarly, I originally objected to the characterization of the data about boating in 
section 5.7.2 (pg. 106). This is a sub heading under 5.7 - Non Consumptive Uses. In 
this description, it goes out of its way to describe boating uses by way of percentages 
of non fin-fishing or non fishing trips.  It refers the reader to a table of statistics to prove 
it all. I wrote to you about the inaccuracies of the percentages cited. While you 
did make some changes and mention the mitigating factors, such as enforcement, 
maintenance and unidentified uses, the impression created from the percentages in the 
sentences preceding is still misleading.  
  
As this is in a section on Non Consumptive Uses, (and it's curious that you would 
include a category so overwhelmingly consumptive in this section) I would suggest that 
it characterize those uses, something like this:  "Non Consumptive activities include 
Recreational Cruising, Whale Watching, Bird Watching, Non Consumptive Diving, 
Research, Burial at Sea, and other Commercial Activity, and comprise a range of from 
3.3% (Del Norte County) to 7.6% (Mendocino County) of surveyed boating activity in 
the North Coast Region". I realize there might be a problem with the characterization of 
those numbers, too, for the same reasons the numbers for "non fishing trips" are 
skewed, but the point is, that this is a difficult dataset from which to extrapolate 



(because it includes uses which are not strictly consumptive or non 
consumptive), without eliminating some categories and refiguring percentages. That 
would be more honest, but gets into sticky territory, and I hope it's because you're 
reluctant to deviate from the actual numbers in the data and not some attempt to spin 
numbers to create an impression not supported by data. So, I would suggest again that 
you acknowledge the problems with the data set, and try to avoid mischaracterizing the 
numbers. The table stands for itself, let the readers do the interpreting. 
  
Finally, you continue to list MacKerricher Park as having a boat launch. I was wrong 
before - it does indeed have one. But it launches into Lake Cleone, a little freshwater 
pond that's separated from the ocean by a haul road that's been there for 
decades. There is no access to the ocean, as the water exits via culvert to the beach 
and the ocean beyond, and the fish are all freshwater (mostly trout, which used to be 
stocked, and bass). As this type of stream isn't considered part of the area within the 
parameters of the MLPA, I don't think the launch should be included, either.  
  
I suppose it's too late to make any changes, but I feel these are pretty big holes, and 
show some of the pitfalls of using "best available science". I realize how enormous and 
difficult the compiling of report such as this is, but incomplete data or data with only a 
peripheral relation to a subject can be used to make broad and misleading statements. 
In the haste to compile the profile, I'm sure databases were scoured for any information 
even remotely related to the region. While there is a lot of data in some areas, others 
are patchwork or fitted to different areas of research. And that information was cobbled 
together to make the report. The danger lies in reporting and interpreting simply on 
the basis of the data one has at hand, as opposed to seeing where that data fits in 
the bigger picture, and noting its shortcomings, if they exist. It really isn't a failing to 
admit that we haven't studied everything, it opens the possibilities of further exploration, 
one of the goals of the MLPA. 
  
The examples I've noted are from the body of the report. I didn't dive deeper into the 
underlying references - how many holes could be found there? To some extent, this 
regional profile will less inform the MLPA process than the more detailed findings of the 
SAT, but it will be on record and be used by other entities in other processes. In that it 
is a permanent, and supposedly objective document, I would hope that you'd strive to 
avoid oversights like this, as well as keeping this profile as an open document that 
could be added to and corrected as more data is collected. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Mark Taylor 



From: Harold Wollenberg 
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 9:39 AM 
To: MLPAComments 
Subject: comments on regional profile 
 
 
The Regional Profile provides an excellent source book of information on the northern 
California coast.  
The following comments/suggestions amplify sections within my areas of knowledge. 
 
Harold (Skip) Wollenberg 
geologist, member of RSG,  Fort Bragg 
 
Comments on Regional Profile:  
 
Ch.2, p.4: To para. 3 about Cape Mendocino, might be added:  
Rapid tectonic uplift is exemplified by the ~1-meter instantaneous rise of the land in response 
to the Cape Mendocino earthquake of 1992, where rocky intertidal biota were lifted above the 
splash zone. 
 
The middle portion of the following para. about the Eel River, might be revised as follows: The 
continental shelf between the Eel River and Trinidad Bay is relatively featureless due primarily 
to sediments deposited by the Eel River to the south and the Mad River to the north (Goff et 
al., 1999). Subtle features in the sub-marine topography also reflect the continental shelf's 
response to ongoing tectonic processes (O'Shea, 2006).  
[the reference for O'Shea is: O'Shea, D.. 2006. Continental shelf sedimentation and Holocene 
development of the northern California coast, Eel River and Humboldt Bay. M.S. thesis, 
Humboldt State University.] 
 
3.1.3 (p.14): An additional sentence at the end of the second full para. might read: As sea level 
rises over the next century (estimated to be of the order of 1.4 meter (Pacific Institute, 2009)), 
the inland extent of the estuaries will be continually increased. 
 
[reference: Impacts of sea level rise on the California coast. Prepared by the Pacific Institute 
for the California Ocean Protection Council, 2009.] 
 
Also in ch. 3, on p. 18, an additional sentence at the end of the para. on Mad River estuary 
might read:  The mouth of the Mad River varies in location northward and southward over a ~1 
km span along the beach below the McKinleyville bluffs, in response primarily to beach buildup 
and degradation. 
 
Ch. 3, p.20,  Additional sentences at the end of the para. on the Noyo estuary might read: The 
Noyo estuary is the most industrialized of the river estuaries. Its lower 1.5 km. supports a 
fishing fleet, accompanying infrastructure and a Coast Guard base, and is periodically dredged 
to maintain deepwater moorage.  
 
Ch. 4, p. 54, A potential pollutant point source is the inventory of spent nuclear fuel from 
operations of a reactor in the 1960s at the Humboldt Bay power plant. These fuel rods are 
reportedly presently in surface cask storage, but could be subject to inundation and potential 
release by a tsunami. 



 
Other point sources which should be considered are nearshore and offshore disposal sites of 
spoils from dredging of the Eureka, Crescent City and Fort Bragg harbors. 
 
4.3.3, vcy. p. 57, It should also be mentioned that as of 2010, TMDLs have been or are being 
established for all of the other coastal rivers in the North Coast Study Region that discharge 
directly to the ocean, and also for the Elk River which discharges into Humboldt Bay. 
 
 
 
From: Harold Wollenberg  
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 2:37 PM 
To: MLPAComments 
Subject: Regional Profile, additional comment 
 
 
Ch. 2, paragraph on Cape Mendocino in middle of p.4: 
 
North of Alder Creek, strands of the  San Andreas Fault parallel the coast 3 to 10 miles 
offshore (Jennings,1994; McCulloch,1989). A maximum credible earthquake on the San 
Andreas would be a repeat of the April 18, 1906 event of Magnitude 8, where Modified Mercalli 
intensities of 9 were experienced at Mendocino coastal communities, similar to intensities 
experienced in San Francisco. At that time, the San Andreas Fault broke instantaneously 5 to 
6 meters over a span of 500 km.  
 
Nelson et al. (2004) described evidence, from seabed sampling and geophysical 
observations,  of 24 large earthquakes on the San Andreas Fault over the past 6000 years. 
The deposits sampled and dated were from turbidity currents, debris flows triggered on the 
sides of submarine canyons by earthquakes whose magnitudes exceeded 7.2. The 
researchers found that 75% of the quakes occurred 150 to 225 years apart, and the shortest 
recurrence time between two of these earthquakes was 140 years. The most recent turbidite, 
sampled in the Noyo canyon, was triggered by the 1906 earthquake. Therefore, the probability 
of another large earthquake occurring on the northern portion of the San Andreas Fault is 
increasing, and will become high beginning in the middle of this century. 
 
Of similar concern to an earthquake on the San Andreas fault is the coast's response to a large 
subduction-related earthquake near the Mendocino triple junction. Along with shaking, there is 
the added factor of a tsunami resulting from earthquake-induced submarine landsliding on the 
southward-facing escarpment of the Mendocino Fault which extends seaward from Cape 
Mendocino for several hundred miles. Depending on the location of an event on the 
escarpment, resulting tsunami travel times to the coast could range from a few minutes to tens 
of minutes. Recent projections of run-up distances from tsunamis point out the vulnerability of 
coastal infrastructure, an by inference intertidal marine life, in this setting (Barberopoulou et al, 
2009). 
 
References: 
Barberopoulou, A., et al., 2009. New maps of California to improve tsunami preparedness. 
EOS transactions, American Gepohysical Union, v,90, no.16.  
 
Jennings, C.W., 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas. Map no. 6, 



California geologic data map series. California Geological Survey. 
�  
McCulloch, D.S.,1989. Geologic map of the north-central California continental margin. Map 
no. 6A in California continental margin geologic map series, H.G. Greene and M.P. Kennedy, 
editors. California Geological Survey and U.S. Geological Survey. 
 
Nelson, H., et al., 2004. Holocene turbidite recurrence frequency off Northern California: 
insights for San Andreas Fault paleoseismology. Transactions, American Geophysical Union 
85(47) Fall Meeting abstract. 
 
 
Harold (Skip) Wollenberg 
 
geologist, RSG member, Fort Bragg 



































































































 Comments on Marine Life Protection Act Initiative 
 
 Regional Profile of the North Coast Study Region 
 
 Submitted by the InterTribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council 
 
 April 19, 2010 
 

The InterTribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council submits these comments on the Regional  
Profile of the North Coast Study Region, second printed edition dated February 19, 2010.  The 
Council has prepared and submitted an InterTribal Sinkyone Profile that will be available on-line 
as part of the California Tribes and Tribal Communities Appendix to the MLPA Regional Profile 
of the North Coast Study Region.  The Council’s representatives plan to attend and present oral 
testimony at the Blue Ribbon Task Force meeting on May 3-4 at the Elk Valley Rancheria. 
 
 Comments on Section 5.2.1: Terminology 
 
 This section wrongly suggests that there is a legal distinction between a Reservation and 
a Rancheria with regard to the powers of self-government exercised by a Tribe that owns the 
land.  There is no such distinction under state or federal law.  Tribes owning and governing 
Rancherias are entitled to the all of the rights and benefits bestowed by federal law on Tribes 
owning and governing Reservations.  See, e.g., Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians v. 
Workers Compensation Appeals Board, 60 Cal.App.4th 1340, 71 Cal.Rptr.2d 105 (Court of 
Appeal, First District 1998) (Workers Compensation Appeals Board does not have jurisdiction 
over Tribe and Rancheria lands, which are held in trust for the Tribe by the United States).  To 
say that Rancherias are “collectives of Indian families” and “cultural groupings” may create the 
erroneous impression that they lack the same political and legal status as Tribes owning and 
governing Reservations. 
 
 Comments on Section 5.2.2: Historical Perspective 
 
 This section wrongly states that 40 California Indian Tribes or Rancherias were 
terminated under the provisions of Public Law 280.  In fact, 41 Tribes were terminated under the 
provisions of a special act entitled the California Rancheria Act of 1958, Public Law 85-671, 72 
Stat. 619.  See, Hardwick v. United States, 2006 WL 3533029 (N.D. Cal. 2006).     
 
 This section does not fully and accurately convey the profound suffering and loss 
experienced by Tribes on the North Coast as a result of the colonization and invasion by miners 
and settlers in the mid-nineteenth century.  Although the narrative has the basic facts correct as 
broad generalizations of history, it does not fully communicate the devastation suffered by these 
Tribes, nor the decades of struggle to overcome the problems the settler invasion caused.  The 
term genocide can be an overused word, but it is particularly apt in describing the experience of 
Indian peoples during this early period.   
  
 Comments on Section 5.2.4: Native American Resource Use 
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This section omits one of the most significant aspects of present-day Tribal use of marine 
and coastal resources.  From the Tribes’ perspective, their members are exercising retained 
aboriginal rights when they gather or harvest resources from areas within the study region.  
There is strong support for this belief in federal law.  When Tribal members use the marine and 
coastal areas, they are exercising federally-protected aboriginal rights that have never been given 
up.  The doctrine of aboriginal rights has been part of federal law since 1823.  Johnson v. 
McIntosh, 21 U.S. (8 Wheat.) 543 (1823).  It is based on the idea that long, continuous and 
uninterrupted use of land and water by Native American people gives rise to rights that states and 
the federal government cannot violate.  Aboriginal rights include the right to hunt, fish and 
gather in traditional and customary use areas.  The doctrine also recognizes the right to use these 
areas for ceremonial and religious purposes.  The exercise of these rights is important for food, 
ceremony, clothing and shelter.  Tribes are generally not limited in the methods by which such 
rights may be exercised. 
 
 The Tribes in the North Coast Region have unextinguished aboriginal rights to use the 
three-mile seaward zone that is the subject of the MLPA.  Aboriginal rights arise from long and 
continuous use of land, water and resources.  See, e.g., United States v. Michigan, 471 F. Supp. 
192, 256 (W.D. Mich. 1979).  The historical record and the oral history of the Tribes confirm 
that aboriginal and current Tribal use of land and waters in the North Coast Region satisfies this 
standard.   
 
 The law is clear that aboriginal title to land includes hunting, fishing and gathering rights.  
State v. Coffee, 556 P.2d 1185, 1188 (Idaho 1976).  But such rights may also exist independent 
of land title.  Aboriginal rights belong to both the Tribe as a whole, and to individual Tribal 
members who can show continuous use for a long time.  United States v. Dann, 470 U.S. 39 
(1985).  Aboriginal use rights continue to be enforceable until they are voluntarily conveyed to 
the United States, abandoned or expressly extinguished by federal statute.  United States v. Santa 
Fe Pac. R.R. Co., 314 U.S. 339, 347 (1941).   
 
 The aboriginal rights at issue here have not been relinquished, abandoned or 
extinguished.  None of the Tribes has voluntarily given up or abandoned those rights.  There is 
no federal statute that explicitly or by implication extinguishes aboriginal rights to use the area 
subject to the MLPA.  Although there has been considerable litigation in California concerning 
aboriginal rights, none of those cases is authority for finding extinguishment under these 
circumstances.    For example, some have said that the California Land Claims Act of 1851 
extinguished aboriginal titles in the State because Tribes did not submit their land claims within 
the five-year period provided in that act.  That statute is inapplicable here, however, because it 
covered only claims to so-called fee ownership derived from Mexican land grants.  In any event, 
the 1851 Act could have extinguished land titles only as of the date of the act; aboriginal titles 
have arisen in the decades following the 1851 Act by virtue of the same period of continuous and 
exclusive use.     
 
 Similarly, the Indian Claims Commission (ICC) did not extinguish Indian aboriginal use 
rights to the three-mile seaward zone at issue here.  In 1964, Congress appropriated funds to pay 
the judgment of the Commission awarding the “Indians of California” compensation for the 
taking of their lands by the United States.  Thompson v. United States, 13 Ind. Cl. Comm. 369 
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(1964); 78 Stat. 1033.  In other cases, the payment of such compensation by the Indian Claims 
Commission has been held in certain circumstances to extinguish aboriginal rights.  Western 
Shoshone National Council v. Molini, 951 F.2d 200 (9th Cir. 1991).  Those cases do not apply 
here, because the California ICC decision was limited to lands within the State of California, and 
at the time of the taking by the United States, the three-mile seaward zone was not indisputably 
within the State’s boundaries.  United States v. California, 381 U.S. 139 (1947) (Until the 
enactment of the Swamp Lands Act, the State of California had no title to or property interest in 
the Pacific Ocean lying seaward of the ordinary low water mark on the coast of California 
extending seaward three nautical miles).  Because the area covered by the ICC decision was not 
within the State’s boundaries, the decision cannot be interpreted to have extinguished any 
aboriginal rights to the three-mile seaward zone.  See People of the Village of Gambell v. Hodel, 
869 F.2d 1273 (1989) (Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act did not extinguish aboriginal title to 
the seabed because the area in question was not within the boundaries of the State of Alaska). 
 
 California and its agencies are obligated to avoid interference with the exercise of 
aboriginal rights. Such rights are superior to the rights of third parties, including states.  See 
Oneida Indian Nation v. County of Oneida, 414 U.S. 661, 667-669 (1974).  The Regional Profile 
should note the fact that California Indian Tribes have consistently taken the position that the 
most effective way to respect Indian aboriginal uses is to design Marine Protected Areas so as to 
avoid those areas where Tribal uses are occurring.   
 

Comments on Section 7.1.2: Native American Tribal Governments and Jurisdictions 
 
 The subsection entitled “Federally Recognized Native American Tribes” should explain 
the implications of the fact that the Tribes’ relationship with the State and the federal 
government is based on a political rather than racial classification.  Morton v. Mancari, 417 U.S. 
535 (1974).  For the MLPA Initiative, the legal implications are that the promulgation of Marine 
Protected Areas may accommodate and respect aboriginal use rights for Tribes without risk of 
violating the constitutional principal of equal protection of the laws.  The California Attorney 
General has recently concluded that the California Constitution does not preclude Caltrans from 
including hiring preferences established by Tribal Employment Rights Ordinances as part of the 
agency’s contracts for construction and maintenance work on Indian lands.  Office of the 
Attorney General, State of California, Opinion No. 07-304, March 8, 2010, 10 Cal. Daily Op. 
Serv. 2962.  The same rationale and result apply to the activities of the MLPA with regard to 
Tribal subsistence activities. 
 
 In the same subsection, the consultation policies of the Department of Parks and 
Recreation, CalFire and Caltrans should be added to the discussion of SB 18.  See, e.g., 
Department of Parks and Recreation, Departmental Notice No. 2007-05, November 16, 2007.  
 

 This subsection omits any discussion or analysis of the nature and scope of a Tribe’s 
governmental jurisdiction.  The subsection should be revised to include the basic federal law on 
this issue.  The Marine Life Protection Act should be implemented in a manner that respects the 
inherent sovereignty of North Coast Tribes.  The Tribes’ right to self-government predates the 
formation of the United States and the State of California.  One of the earliest decisions of the 
United States Supreme Court characterized Indian Tribes as “distinct, independent political 
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communities, retaining their original natural rights, as the undisputed possessors of the soil, from 
time immemorial . . . .[W]ithin their boundary, [tribes] possessed rights with which no state could 
interfere.”  Worcester v. Georgia, 31 U.S. 515, 559-560 (1832) (ruling that the laws of Georgia 
can have no force within Indian country).  This is the law of the United States today.  United 
States v. Enas, 255 F.3d 662, 666 (9th Cir. 2001) (Indian Tribes are “autonomous sovereigns” and 
their inherent authority comprises the power to control their internal relations and to preserve 
their “unique customs and social order.”).  The State of California and its agencies are obligated 
under principles of federal law to respect Tribal sovereignty, and state agencies in particular are 
required to avoid interference with the exercise of Tribal sovereign rights.  Williams v. Lee, 358 
U.S. 217 (1959) (federal law prohibits states from infringing on the right of Indians to govern 
themselves). 
 
 Where the sovereign powers of Tribes are at their strongest, the authority of the State is at 
its weakest.  Here, the balancing of interests between Tribal and State authority strongly suggests 
that State agencies should defer to the exercise of Tribal sovereign rights.  An unbroken line of 
federal judicial decisions confirms that Tribes have sovereign authority over their members, and 
that this authority may well extend beyond the boundaries of Indian reservations.  See, e.g., 
United States v. Mazurie, 419 U.S. 544, 557 (1975) (Indian tribes retain attributes of sovereignty 
over both their members and their territory).  In other words, federal law recognizes the authority 
of Tribal governments over their members regardless of where they are located.  White Mountain 
Apache Tribe v. Bracker, 448 U.S. 136 (1980) (the right of Indian tribes to make their own laws 
applicable to their members is an independent barrier to the exercise of state jurisdiction).  Under 
these circumstances, the Tribal sovereignty doctrine does not entirely preempt the State’s 
authority in the three mile zone.  Rather, the fact that Tribal members carry out traditional 
fishing, gathering and other cultural activities there under the auspices of their Tribal 
governments and pursuant to Tribal laws strongly favors a State policy which avoids interference 
with such uses.    
 
 The subsection entitled “State Code and Related Federal Laws and Regulations” should 
be expanded to include those provisions of the Department of Fish and Game regulations which 
authorize and permit fishing by Tribes outside their Reservations or Rancherias.  These include:   
 
 Maidu Indian Tribe 
 
 The Department may issue permits to take Fall-run Chinook Salmon in the Feather River 
using traditional fishing equipment and methods of the Maidu Indians for religious or cultural 
purposes.  Permits shall include any restrictions necessary to prevent damage to aquatic 
resources and to protect endangered or threatened species.  14 CA ADC § 8.20.  Adopted June 
18, 2001.   
 
 The Karuk Tribe 
 
 The regulations exempt members of the Karuk Tribe from the prohibition on fishing from 
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the Ishi Pishi Falls road bridge upstream to and including Ishi Pishi Falls from August 15 
through December 15.  Members of the Karuk Tribe may fish there using hand-held dip nets.  14 
CA ADC § 7.50(b)(91.1)(B)2. 
 
 This subsection does not include any discussion or analysis of federal laws and 
regulations, so the title should be revised or that discussion should be included. 
 
  
 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 



Frien Mile ds of the Ten 

PO Box 1006 

Fort Bragg, CA 95437 

 

MLPAI 

 

Comments for the North Coast Regional Profile 

 
Friends of the Ten Mile is a 501(c)3 affiliate organization of Redwood Coast 
Watershed Alliance. We have been actively involved in coastal issues since 1988. 
Our main area of concern extends from the Ten Mile River to Westport. Our 
members have a strong environmental ethic and have been very successful at 

cts. protecting this area from unsound and ecologically damaging development proje

We are aware that nearly all of the external arrays that have been submitted for 
consideration in the MLPA process for this region designate the Ten Mile area as an 
MPA.  

We notice that both the Conservation Coalition and the S.E.A. arrays extend the Ten 
Mile MPA north to Bruhel Point. The northern boundary of the MOCA array is just 
north of the Pacific Star winery. The latter is our preferred northern boundary.  

The stretch of coast from the winery north to Bruhel point is public land and is of 
great importance to local residents as a shore‐based subsistence food gathering 
area. CalTrans has recognized the importance of access to this area by providing a 
parking area and a paved path to the shore. 

It is the only easily accessible point of access that holds a wealth of harvestable sea 
life from Cleone seven miles to the south to Westport, four miles north. While the 
population of this 11 mile stretch of coast is well below 500 and very few people 
actually gather there, this area is highly valued by the few who do, for it’s abundant 
and uncontaminated seafood.  

While the ecological values of siting an MPA in this region are debatable, the value of 
the Bruhel Point area as a food‐gathering site is not.  

ation. Thank you for including this important inform

Judith Vidaver, Chair, Friends of The Ten Mile 
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Dominique Monie <dominiquemonie@gmail.com>

Additional Comments for the NCSR Draft Regional Profile
from Mendocino County
Jeanine Pfeiffer <jeanine.pfeiffer@gmail.com> Tue, Apr 20, 2010 at 7:07 AM
To: Dominique Monie <dominiquemonie@gmail.com>
Cc: Steve Dunnicliff <dunnicls@co.mendocino.ca.us>, Roland Sanford <sanfordr@co.mendocino.ca.us>,
Dennis.Mullins@edd.ca.gov, Mark Taylor <mtaylor@mcn.org>, Doug Hammerstrom <thehahas@mcn.org>, Linda
Ruffing <LRuffing@fortbragg.com>, Jere Melo <jlmelo@mcn.org>, Jim Martin <flatland@mcn.org>, Kendall Smith
<smithk@co.mendocino.ca.us>, Supervisor Colfax <colfaxd@co.mendocino.ca.us>

Dominique:

Good to touch base with you today! As I submit these comments, I want to thank you for your hard work in
reviewing and incorporating these additions to the Draft Regional Profile for the North Coast Study Region. 

The comments and attached documents are provided by local and regional administrators; and relate to the
comments submitted by Mark Taylor (below).

a. " I have reviewed the relevant portions of the document per your request.  It is quite impressive and well
written. None of the 6 stated MLPA goals deal with economic development/preservation or the protection of
tourism however.

Also, though various aspects of tourism and recreation were discussed at length there were a few left out such
as canoeing, surfing and whale watching, all of which are important to us.

 Also, though discussed in the body of Section 5, many important activities were not listed in the summary;
such as sport fishing, whale watching, ab diving, urchin and crab fishing, canoeing, ocean kayaking and
surfing."

b. "For some reason "Living Resources" is not included in Mendocino County's coastal economy.  I have attached a
scan taken from the 2008 crop report which indicates our commercial fish catch has averaged approximately
$7,000,000 annually since 1999.  Based on the stated definition of Living Resources, this figure is low in that it
doesn't include processing, etc.  It is still notably higher than the "Transportation" category which they did
include....After taking another look at the information referenced in the study, I realized they are referencing sector
wages as opposed to output. I am pretty sure that the study's definition of "Living Resources" crosses EDD sectors
which include "manufacturing" in addition to "natural resources", both of which have large components entirely
unrelated to the coast. " (REFER TO ATTACHED PDF FILE)

c. "I’ve attached a spreadsheet containing fishing and related industry establishment, employment and wage totals
from our Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) program. Also included is Census Bureau
Nonemployer data. Annual average QCEW data is available only up to 2008 and the Census data is available only
up to 2007, so in terms of time frames the data is comparable in 2005, 2006, and 2007. 

Unlike the Fishing industry, detailed data is not available for fish processing and canning (food manufacturing), or
fishery related tourism (Accommodation and food services). As a result, I’ve used a cluster approach to measure
the fishery impact to Mendocino’s economy. The idea here is that Mendocino’s fishing, food manufacturing, and
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tourism industries are interconnected and interdependent. An example is that tourists may visit Mendocino to fish
out of Fort Bragg, tour wineries in the valley, and purchase any number of manufactured food products to consume
while there and to take home.

I highlighted the estimated 2007 impact aggregate ($84,571,839). I should also add that these are my own
selection of the primary industries comprising the fishing cluster. Data within the retail industry including fishing
equipment, bait, licenses etc., are not included because fishery specific retail data is not available. (REFER TO
ATTACHED EXCEL FILE)

Let me know if I’ve not covered everything or if there are questions
Dennis Mullins,North CoastRegion - Labor Market Information Division   www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov 

Begin forwarded message:

From: "mark taylor" <mtaylor@mcn.org>
Date: April 13, 2010 5:34:11 AM GMT+00:00

To: "MLPA comments" <MLPAComments@Resources.ca.gov>
Cc: "Jeanine Pfeiffer" <jeanine.pfeiffer@gmail.com>
Subject: North Coast Regional Profile

Dear MLPAI Team,
 
I wrote to you before concerning the first draft Regional Profile.  Several of the items I noted are still,
in my opinion, misleading or wrong.
 
Specifically, in section 5.1, where county profiles are provided, there are graphs showing the Ocean
Economy Wages for each county.  These graphs are colorful and take up at least half a page for
each county and dominate the attention of a non careful reader.  In Mendocino County's case,
the graph shows no commercial fishery (Living Resources) wages.  The lead in to the graph also
characterizes the Ocean Economy Wages on the basis of the data that drew the graph.. Under the
graph , a "fine print" footnote finally mentions that there was, in fact, no data available for Living
Resources Wages in the collected data. The graphs for all three counties have such footnotes that
belie the impression of the graphs they reference.  Inasmuch as one of the largest private employers
in Mendocino County is an urchin processer, I would hope you would find this as misleading and
distorted as I do, and a kind of sloppy usage of incomplete information.  As this Regional Profile will
inform even more processes than MLPA, I would think that it would be far more professional, and
honest, in cases where the gaps are substantial, to acknowledge an absence of data in the same light
as the data actually on hand, and not as a footnote.
 
Similarly, I originally objected to the characterization of the data about boating in section 5.7.2 (pg.
106).  This is a sub heading under 5.7 - Non Consumptive Uses.  In this description, it goes out of its
way to describe boating uses by way of percentages of non fin-fishing or non fishing trips.  It refers
the reader to a table of statistics to prove it all.  I wrote to you about the inaccuracies of the
percentages cited. While you did make some changes and mention the mitigating factors, such as
enforcement, maintenance and unidentified uses, the impression created from the percentages in the
sentences preceding is still misleading. 
 
As this is in a section on Non Consumptive Uses, (and it's curous that you would include a category
so overwhelmingly consumptive in this section) I would suggest that it characterize those uses,
something like this:  "Non Consumptive activities include Recreational Cruising, Whale Watching, Bird
Watching, Non Consumptive Diving, Research, Burial at Sea, and other Commercial Activity, and

http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/
mailto:mtaylor@mcn.org
mailto:MLPAComments@Resources.ca.gov
mailto:jeanine.pfeiffer@gmail.com
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comprise a range of from 3.3% (Del Norte County) to 7.6% (Mendocino County) of surveyed boating
activity in the North Coast Region".  I realize there might be a problem with the characterization of
those numbers, too, for the same reasons the numbers for "non fishing trips" are skewed, but the
point is, that this is a difficult dataset from which to extrapolate (because it includes uses which are
not strictly consumptive or non consumptive), without eliminating some categories and refiguring
percentages.  That would be more honest, but gets into sticky territory, and I hope it's because you're
reluctant to deviate from the actual numbers in the data and not some attempt to spin numbers to
create an impression not supported by data. So, I would suggest again that you acknowledge the
problems with the data set, and try to avoid mischaracterizing the numbers.  The table stands for
itself, let the readers do the interpreting.
 
Finally, you continue to list MacKerricher Park as having a boat launch.  I was wrong before - it does
indeed have one.  But it launches into Lake Cleone, a  little freshwater pond that's separated from the
ocean by a haul road that's been there for decades.  There is no access to the ocean, as the water
exits via culvert to the beach and the ocean beyond, and the fish are all freshwater (mostly trout,
which used to be stocked, and bass).  As this type of stream isn't considered part of the area within
the parameters of the MLPA, I don't think the launch should be included, either. 
 
I suppose it's too late to make any changes, but I feel these are pretty big holes, and show some of
the pitfalls of using "best available science".  I realize how enormous and difficult the compiling of
report such as this is, but incomplete data or data with only a peripheral relation to a subject can be
used to make broad and misleading statements.  In the haste to compile the profile, I'm sure
databases were scoured for any information even remotely related to the region.  While there is a lot
of data in some areas, others are patchwork or fitted to different areas of research.  And that
information was cobbled together to make the report.  The danger lies in reporting and interpreting
simply on the basis of the data one has at hand, as opposed to seeing where that data fits in
the bigger picture, and noting its shortcomings, if they exist.  It really isn't a failing to admit that we
haven't studied everything, it opens the possibilities of further exploration, one of the goals of the
MLPA.
 
The examples I've noted are from the body of the report.  I didn't dive deeper into the underlying
references - how many holes could be found there?   To some extent, this regional profile will less
inform the MLPA process than the more detailed findings of the SAT,  but it will be on record and be
used by other entities in other processes. In that it is a permanent, and supposedly
objective document, I would hope that you'd strive to avoid oversights like this, as well as keeping this
profile as an open document that could be added to and corrected as more data is collected.
 
Thank you,
 
Mark Taylor

Jeanine Pfeiffer
jeanine.pfeiffer@gmail.com

-- 
Jeanine Pfeiffer, PhD
Ethnoecologist

Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) 
Program Outreach Facilitator 
for Mendocino County

mailto:jeanine.pfeiffer@gmail.com
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Global Roaming Cellphone: +1 530.219.2838
Skype Online Number: +1 707.962.4560
Efax: +1.815.331.0850

AP6 Program Leader in Conservation Training, Partnerships & Ethics
NIH-International Collaborative Biodiversity Group for Indonesia
University of California at Davis
Department of Plant Sciences
One Shields Avenue
Davis, California 95616 U. S. A.

and

Lecturer
San Jose State University
Environmental Studies Department;
Humanities Department
One Washington Square
San Jose, CA 95192-0092
http://www.sjsu.edu/faculty_and_staff/faculty_detail.jsp?id=800

2 attachments

MendoMLPAdata.xls
19K

CR.pdf
46K

http://www.sjsu.edu/faculty_and_staff/faculty_detail.jsp?id=800
https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=49d0a701fa&view=att&th=1281d0b569a43324&attid=0.1.1&disp=attd&zw
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From: Brandi Easter 
Date: Thu, Apr 8, 2010 at 1:04 PM 
Subject: Wreck Info 
To: Dominique Monie 
Cc: MLPAComments@resources.ca.gov 
 
Hi Dominique, 
 
Thank you again for the follow up call this morning regarding my NC profile comments from 
December 17, 2009 and March 24, 2010 pertaining to the shipwrecks in the Crescent City 
area.  Consulting my dive logbook, I just happen to have the specific (spacial??) lat/long info 
noted for both the Queen Christina 41 46.86 / 124 15.55 and the USS Emidio 41 11.29 / 124 
12.06 to have additionally noted for the February 19, 2010 Atlas of the North Coast Study 
Region (California-Oregon Border to Alder Creek) Regional Profile of the North Coast Study 
Region, Habitat & Species Atlas, Crescent City, Map Sheet No:03 page 6.  Again, had I known 
you needed that specific of specific, I could have provided it in December with my initial 
comment.  We go forward. 
 
Rationale to have them noted: 
 
Both are within the 10 mile suggested safety zone of Crescent City Harbor, ease of access 
 
Both have historical significance -  Queen Christina (resting in about 20' 
http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/redw/history12c.htm) and the SS Emidio (just 
outside harbor mouth in about 45-50' 
http://www.parks.ca.gov/listed_resources/default.asp?num=497). 
 
Both are dive destinations: Queen Christina more of a rumble wreck (not intact) but worthy of a 
scenic dive, USS Emidio, although not fully intact, has some existing structure and holds fish. 
 
USS Emidio potential site for H/L fishing as well as spearfishing 
 
Please let me know if you need subsequent information. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Brandi Easter 
NCRSG member 
 
 
From: Brandi Easter  
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2010 11:15 AM 
To: MLPAComments 
Subject: profile comments 
 
Hi Team, 
 
Understanding this will not be included in the 3rd printing, having this noted online would be 
appreciated. 
 

mailto:MLPAComments@resources.ca.gov
http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online_books/redw/history12c.htm
http://www.parks.ca.gov/listed_resources/default.asp?num=497


RE: Spearfishing Competition sites, Noyo Harbor entrance was not noted.  It was the launch 
site for August 7, 2007 US Nationals Spearfishing Competition.  Other past sites can also be 
seen at the link below. 
 
http://www.cencalspearfishing.org/Past%20Events/Default.aspx 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Brandi 
 

http://www.cencalspearfishing.org/Past%20Events/Default.aspx



